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REMARKS 

In an Office Action mailed April 14, 2006, claims 1-3 and 9-1 1 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) over U.S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0268000 A 1 (Barker), claims 12 and 20-22 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Barker in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,626,690 (Homer), 
claims 1, 4-6, 9, 12-16, 19-20, 23-24, and 27-32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over U.S. 
Patent No. 6,633,690 (Kessler) in view of Barker, and claims 7-8, 11, 17-18, and 25-26 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Kessler in view of Barker, and further in view of the 
HyperTransport™ I/O Link Specification. 

Moreover the information disclosure statement filed on December 29, 2005 failed to 
comply with 37 C.F.R. 1.98(a)(2) and thus non-patent literature (NPL) citation 1-A was not 
considered. Applicants submit a new PTO-1449 including a copy of the "COTS View" article 
previously cited as document 1-A. 

In addition, Applicants note that the rejections of claims 1-32 over Barker, either alone or 
in combination with one or more other references, were maintained as a result of the 
determination that the evidence presented was insufficient to remove Barker as prior art. 
Applicants provide herewith additional evidence that the invention was in fact completed in this 
country prior to the date of the Barker reference. As a result, Applicants submit that claims 1-32 
are now allowable over the remaining references and respectfully request the reconsideration of 
claims 1-32 and the allowance thereof, thereby placing the application in condition for 
allowance. 

1. Sufficiency of Applicants' Evidence of Prior Completion of the Invention in this 
Country 

a. Conception 

In a telephone interview on June 26, 2006 the Examiner indicated that upon further 
review, the invention disclosure form (IDF) was in fact sufficient to show that conception of the 
invention had taken place as of May 16, 2003, the date cited therein. Applicants thank the 
Examiner for spending the time to perform this additional review. 
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b. Diligence up to Filing of the Present Application 

The declaration of Applicants' attorney executed on January 30 5 2006 was deemed to be 
insufficient to establish due diligence. To provide additional support for due diligence, 
Applicants now submit the following items: 

1. Declaration of Paul S. Drake, attorney for assignee, with Exhibits A and B; and 

2. Supplemental declaration of Paul J. Polansky, Applicants' attorney, with Exhibits A 
andB. 

These declarations establish the following facts: During the period from May 16, 2003 
until July 23, 2003, Mr. Drake was diligent in reviewing and processing the invention disclosure 
form (IDF), taking into account his backlog of earlier cases and pre-arranged vacation and travel. 
During the period between July 23, 2003 and July 29, 2003, a letter containing instructions to 
prepare and file a U.S. patent application was sent by U.S. mail from assignee to Applicants' 
attorney's law firm. During the period between July 29, 2003 and October 10, 2003, Applicants' 
attorney was diligent in preparing and filing the present application, taking into account his 
backlog of earlier cases and prearranged vacation and travel. 

Thus, Applicants completed their invention in this country prior to June 24, 2003, the 
filing date of Barker. Accordingly, the various prior art rejections have been overcome as 
detailed below. 

2. Prior Art Rejections in view of the Removal of Barker as a Reference 

a. Anticipation Rejection of Claims 1-3 and 9-11 

Claims 1-3 and 9-1 1 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Barker. In view of the removal of Barker as a reference, Applicants respectfully request the 
withdrawal of this rejection. 

b. Obviousness Rejection of Claims 12 and 20-22 

Claims 12 and 20-22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Barker et al. as applied to claim 9 above, and further in view of Homer. Note that Homer shows 
in FIG. 1 an interconnection but it is based on a circuit board 18 and a "circuit set" 32. Homer 
fails to show or suggest a processor surrogate that comprises an integrated circuit package as 
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recited in claim 9 (from which claim 12 depends). Likewise, Homer fails to show or suggest a 
processor surrogate having an integrated circuit package as recited in claim 20. Thus, claims 21 
and 22 are allowable at least because of their dependency of claim 20. Withdrawal of these 
rejections is respectfully requested. 

c. Obviousness Rejection of Claims 1, 4-6, 9, 12-16, 19, 20, 23, 24, and 27-32 

Claims 1, 4-6, 9, 12-16, 19, 20, 23, 24, and 27-32 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Kessler in view of Barker. Kessler discloses a computer system 90 
having multiple processors connected together is a so-called Manhattan grid architecture (col. 4, 
lines 60-63 and line 67-col. 5, line 3). Each processor 100 has its own CPU (col. 5, lines 40-49). 
However, independent claims 1, 9, 13, 20, and 28 recite a processor surrogate that is 
"characterized as not having its own central processing unit." Such a processor surrogate 
provides flexible upgrade capabilities without the expense of another actual microprocessor 
having its own CPU (see paragraph [0028]). Withdrawal of these rejections is respectfully 
requested. 

d. Obviousness Rejection of Claims 7-8, 11, 17-18, and 25-26 

Claims 7-8, 11, 17-18, and 25-26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) over Kessler in 
view of Barker, and further in view of the HyperTransport™ I/O Link Specification. Applicants 
note that claims 7-8, 11,17-18, and 25-26 are patentable over the combination of Kessler and the 
HyperTransport™ I/O Link Specification for at least the reasons that corresponding independent 
claims 1, 9, 13, and 20 are patentable over Kessler as described above. 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully submit that all of the claims are allowable and therefore the 
present application is now in condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is requested to 
issue a Notice of Allowance for all pending claims. If, for any reason, the Office is unable to 
allow the Application on the next Office Action, and believes a telephone interview would be 
helpful, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact the undersigned attorney or agent. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees that may be required, or credit 
any overpayment, to Deposit Account Number 01-0365. 



Respectfully submitted, 




eg. No. 33,992 



Attorney for Applicant(s) 

Larson Newman Abel Polansky & White, llp 

5914 W. Courtyard Drive, Suite 200 

Austin, Texas 78730 

(512) 439-7100 (phone) 

(512) 739-7199 (fax) 
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